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ADDRESS TO CHRISTIANS, ON THE USE OF ALCOHOLIC 
WINE IN THE LORD'S SUPPER. 


By William R. Weeks, Newark, New=-Jersey. 


Tuere has probably been no greater obstacle to the progress of 
the temperance reformation than the countenance which the use 
of wine has been supposed to receive from the holy scriptures. It 
is not to be concealed that the exhilarating principle is the same in 
all kinds of intoxicating drinks. In ardent spirits it is the alcohol 
which produces intoxication. In wine, and ale, and cider, it is the 
alcohol which produces the same effect. All the difference of any 
importance, in relation to health or morals, is the quantity of alcohol 
contained in the different drinks. In ardent spirits the alcohol is 
mixed with water. In other intoxicating drinks, it is mixed with 
other substances. But in none of them is its nature changed, or 
its bad effect counteracted. The same quantity of alcohol will 
produce about the same degree of intoxication, whether taken in one 
form or another. And there cannot be any material difference in 
the morality of the act, if a man has made himself drunk, whether it 
has been done with brandy or wine, ale or cider. Nor if he has 
procured to himself only a small degree of exhilaration by the use 
of the intoxicating principle, is it perceived how it can be wrong to 
do it with one mixture, and right with another. The drunkenness 
of Noah and of Lot was produced by wine. But it is believed no 
one who reads the account ever thinks of its being any the less a 
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sin than if it had been produced by ardent spirits. Suppose four 
men take the same quantity of alcohol, and thereby procure to them- 
selves the same degree of intoxication. One takes it mixed with 
water, under the name of ardent spirit; Another takes it mixed 
with the juice of the grape, under the name of wine : One takes it 
mixed with a decoction of hops, under the name of ale; and the 
other takes it mixed with the juice of the apple, under the name 
of cider. ‘They have all taken the same quantity of the intoxicating 
principle, and have all procured to themselves the same degree of 
intoxication. And is it to be supposed the first only is criminal, 
and that the rest have all done right? Such an opinion is too 
_absurd to be generally embraced. Men will conclude that the use 
of ail intoxicating drinks must be regarded in the same light. And 
hence, those who are earnestly engaged to carry forward the 
temperance reformation are fast coming to the conclusion that all 
intoxicating drinks must be alike abandoned. And others, who are 
not ready to give up their wine and their ale, their cider and their 
metheglin, are losing their zeal, and relaxing their efforts. For how 
can they urge others to give up an indulgence which they will not 
relinquish themselves? And when the friends of temperance have 
urged the propriety of 2 total abandonment of all intoxicating drinks, 
they hrve been met with the declaration that the scriptures tolerate 
the use of such drinks. And some have thought, that, to condemn 
the use of wine would be virtually to condemn the practice of our 
Blessed Savior, and to set aside the Lord’s supper, of which the fruit of 
the vine is regarded as an essential part. ‘These scruples have doubt- 
less been felt by many sincere friends to the temperance cause. And 
if a candid examination of the subject should tend to remove them, 
it will doubtless be considered by such as an acceptable service. 

Let it be remarked, then, in theffirst place, that the wine our 
Savior used was not such wine as we have in this country. This 
proposition must be granted by all who know any thing of the mat- 
ter. Let us not be deceived by a name. Different liquids have 
been called wine, in different places. In this country we have 
current wine, which has been extensively made and used in some 
parts. We are assured also, on good authority, that a large part of 
what is sold for imported wine in the shops, is manufactured here, 
without a drop of the juice of the grape in the mixture. Neither of 
these can be such wine as was used in Palestine. Another large 
part of the wine sold in the shops, is manufactured here, with a 
small admixture of imported wine.’;The other ingredients are 
cider, sour beer, whiskey, logwood, alum, and the like. Probably 
very little wine is sold, as imported, without any additions {after it 
reaches this country. We are assured also that the wine that is 
imported usually has large additions of brandy during and after its 
manufacture. his is thought necessary, in order to its bearing 
a voyage across the seas. Every time, then, that you drink any 
thing, in this country, called imported wine, you may be.nearly 
certain that you drink a portion of that which has passed through 
the still. If exceptions exist, we are assured that they are so rare 
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as pot to affect the general certainty of thisconclusion. If you have 
agrecd not to drink ardent spirits, and would-keep your pledge, you 
must abstain from drinking imported wine. Of this there is all but 
an absolute certainty. But there is not the same certainty that you 
drink any of the juice of the grape. Unless you are an uncommonly _ 
good judge, you may have nothing but what is manufactured here. 
And it is altogether probable, that, at this very time, while the 
churches are so scrupulously endeavoring to use the same article 
in the celebration of the Lord’s supper, which was used at its first 
institution, the great majority of them are drinking nothing but the 
poisonous mixtures manufactured in this country. 

There were two kinds of wine used in Palestine. One was the 
pure juice ofthe grape, before it was fermented. The other was 
the same after it was fermented. The former had no alcohol, no 
intoxicating quality whatever. The latter was intoxicating, being 
charged with alcohol, whichis the product of fermentation. Both 
these are called wine in the scriptures. It has been said, indeed, 
by some chemists, that wine is necessarily a fermented liquor, and 
that the juice of the grape before fermentation is not properly 
called wine. But, when they say this, it should be understood that 
they are only speaking of the scientific, not of the theological 
use of the term. It is the theological, or Bible use of the term with 
which this subject is connected, The Hebrew word for wine is 
yayin. Parkhurst’s lexicon derives it from the verb yanah, which 
signifies to press, to squeeze, Svc. and says, ‘‘ yayin, wine, which is 
made by squeezing the grapes; the expressed juice of the grapes.” 
The word wine, then, in the Bible use of it, means no more than 
juice pressed out ; and has no reference to fermentation. 

This unfermented wine, this fresh juice of the grape, has no 
alcohol in it, but is a pleasant, nourishing, and refreshing drink, 
We know that it was used as a drink in that state, from several 
passages of scripture. In the dream of Pharaoh’s butler, he saw a 
vine before him, which brought forth grapes, and they appeared to 
ripen before his eyes, and he took the grapes and pressed their 
juice into Pharaoh’s cup, and gave the cup into Pharaoh’s hand. 
The interpretation of his dream was, that he should be restored to 
hiS former office, and thus deliver Pharaoh’s cup into his hand, after 
the former manner, when he was his butler. (Gen. 40.13.) This 
decides what was the custom in Egypt. It was to drink wine which 
consisted of the fresh juice of the grape, before fermentation, and 
while as yet there was no alcohol. The same practice prevailed 
also in Palestine. (Judg. 9. 27.) It is recorded of the men of 
Shechem, after their quarrel with Abimelech, that, “ they went out 
into the fields, and gathered their vineyards, and trode the grapes, 
and made merry, and went into the house of their god, and did eat 
and drink, and cursed Abimelech.” ‘To be merry, here, cannot 
mean, as the word is often used among us, to be excited by alcohol ; 
since there is no alcohol in the juice of the grape before. fermenta- 
tion ; but only such a movement of the animal spirits, as might be 
produced without intoxicating drink. These two passages are 
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sufficient to show that it was customary to use this unfermented wine 
as a drink in that country. And as we elsewhere read of their 
preserving grapes, there is room to conclude they might have this 
kind of wine at all seasons. It was certainly possible, if it was not 
common. 

But there was another kind of wine often used also. It was the 
wine after it was fermented, and was capable of producing intoxica- 
tion. In this state it was analogous to-our cider after it has been 
thoroughly fermented and become capable of producing intoxication. 
It was not like what comes from Europe, charged over and over 
again, with copious additions of brandy. Much less was it like most 
of what is sold for wine in the shops, manufactured here, with little 
or none of the juice of the grape in it. It was wine, as truly as the 
other. But it was intoxicating wine. And it was often used by 
drunkards for the purpose of intoxication. 

These two kinds of wine are spoken of in the scriptures. And 
when we consider the difference of their qualities, it can scarcely 
be expected that they would be spoken of in thesame manner. As 
they are both called wine, however, and the one kind is not always 
distinguished from the other by name, we need to exercise some 
care lest we ascribe to the one sort what is spoken of the other. 
Wine is spoken of as a good, and is often mentioned as a blessing, 
in connection with corn, and oil, and other harmless and useful 
productions. This will apply to the unfermented wine, as all must 
agree. And we think it ought not to be taken for granted that it 
means the other kind also. We think this ought not to be believed, 
unless some proof can be furnished. The other kind is certainly 
spoken of as an evil, and its use for purposes of intoxication is 
condemned. ‘The scriptures say, ‘‘ Wine is a mocker, strong drink 
is raging; and whosoever is deceived thereby is not wise.” (Pr. 20. 
1.) ‘* Look not thou upon the wine when it is red, when it giveth 
his color in the cup, when it moveth itself aright. At the last it 
biteth like a serpent, and stingeth like an adder.” Alcohol is a 
poison, as all chemists agree. And intoxication is a kind of mad- 
ness. It ought not to be believed, then, without some positive 
proof, it certainly ought not to be taken for granted, that what is 
applicable to the harmless and useful kind of wine, is also said in 
scripture of this mischievous and poisonous kind, 

And as both these kinds were used in Palestine, which is it most 
likely our blessed Savior would use? And especially, which is it 
most likely he would select and appoint, as a constituent part of that 
ordinance which was to commemorate his death? ‘Can there be any 
doubt on that subject? If both were at hand, equally convenient, 
can any reason be assigned why he should prefer the alcoholic kind 
to that which is harmless and wholesome? Can any reason be 
assigned why he should pass by the innocent and choose the poison- 
ous? Is there any peculiar fitness in the intoxicating wine for the 
purposes of the occasion, any excellence which is not possessed by 
the other kind? Ifso, what is it? Can its intoxicating quality be 
the reason why it should be preferred? This cannot be believed. 
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This cannot be any recommendation, for such a purpose. We must 
believe, then, that our Lord would have chosen the pure juice of 
the grape, under such circumstances, the wine that was not ferment- 
ed, which had no poisonous qualities, and the use of which was 
attended by no danger. 

What, then, is our duty, in relation to this ordinance? Are we 
obliged to use alcoholic wine? Are we confined to the use of an 
intoxicating drink? If we had, at our hands, the two sorts of wine 
which were used in Palestine, should we be at liberty to use the pure 
juice of the grape before fermentation? Or should we be compelled 
to take that which was fermented, and had become intoxicating ? 
Is there any thing in the words in which our Lord instituted the 
supper, which may serve asa guide? In Matt. 26. 27, the record 
is, “‘ and he took the cup, and gave thanks, and gave it to them, 
saying, drink ye all of it; for this is my blood of the New Testament, 
which is shed for many for the remission of sins.” The word wine 
does not occur. But our Lord says, in the 29 verse, “I will not 
drink henceforth of this fruit of the vine, until that day when I 
drink it new in my Father’s kingdom.” There is no doubt, then, 
but that it was the juice of the grape which our Lord made use of ; 
but whether it was fermented or not is not stated. ‘The term fruit 
of the vine seems more applicable to the juice in its natural state, 
than to that liquor which is produced by fermentation. At le st 
there is nothing in that term to bind us to the use of the alcoholic 
liquor. The ordinance was instituted at the close of the passover. 
The bread and the cup were doubtless those which had been pro- 
vided for that ordinance. The bread was to be unleavened for the 
passover. And as no fermentation was to be allowed in the bread, 
it might also be inferred that the wine should be unfermented. Be 
that as it may, the christian church in general have thought it not 
necessary to use unleavened bread. Nor have they thought it 
necessary to be particular as to the materials of which it should be 
made. Any bread, suitable for common food, would no doubt be 
thought lawful, whether made of rye, wheat, or barley, whether 
leavened or unleavened, salted or unsalted. It should be a suitable 
emblem of the broken body of the Lord Jesus Christ. And why 
should any greater restrictions be supposed in relation to the cup? 
Doubtless it should be something which is a suitable emblem of the 
bluod of atonement, which it is designed to commemorate. But if, 
while our Lord prabably made use of unleavened barley cakes, we 
feel no scruple to use the finest wheat, fermented and baked in our 
usual manner, why should we feel any more scruple in deviating 
as much in relation to the other element? If it were proved, 
therefore, that he used fermented wine, why should it be thought 
unlawful for us to use the unfermented? If it were granted that 
he used the intoxicating cup, why should it be thought a sin in 
us to use that which is not intoxicating? Much more, since it is 
not proved that he used the intoxicating cup, why should it be 
thought necessary for us to use it? 

If, then, we could obtain the same kinds of wine which they used 
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in Palestine, it would be lawful for us to use the unfermented kind, 
the juice of the grape before it is charged with alcohol. That is 
styled in scripture “ the blood of grapes,’’ and possesses every requi- 
site to constitute it a suitable emblem of the Savior’s blood. 

But, it will be said chat we cannot, in this country, in ordinary 
circumstances, procure the same kinds of wine which they had in 
Palestine. Forthe present this is granted. And the question arises, 
what, then, must be done? We are obliged to take something 
which is different in some respects from the wine which our Savior 
used, whether he used the one kind or the other. If we could 
procure the fresh juice of grapes, before fermentation, we might use 
it. And since we cannot obtain this, may we not approach it as 
nearly as we can? Preserved grapes can always be had. And from 
these a drink can be prepared which shall very closely resemble the 
expressed juice of the ripe fruit. A sufficient quantity of this can 
be prepared for each sacremental occasion, so that it need not be 
kept till the fermentation commemces. It will be as really the fruit 
of the vine, as though it were pressed immediately from the ripe 
grapes. And if it should not be precisely the same thing as the 
pure juice of the ripe grapes, it would approach very near to it, much 
nearer than any thing which is ordinarily obtained as wine, in this 
country. And, above all, it would be free from alcohol. It would have 
no intoxicating, nor other poisonous qualities. -And its use could 
not be pleaded as a justification for the common use of intoxicating 
drinks.* 

We can have, then, in this country, without any considerable 
inconvenience, a suitable emblem of the blood of Christ,—the real 
fruit of the vine,—and in a state which makes a near approach to 
that which was used in Palestine,—a wine which has no intoxicating 
quality. And the question now is, whether we ought not to adopt 
this, and make use of it in the ordinance of the supper, in preference 
to the alcoholic wine of the shops. 

Will any one plead that we must make use of the alcoholic wine? 
What reason can be assigned? Is it that our Lord made useof 
it when he instituted the ordinance? If he did, would that bind 
us to make use ofthe same kind? He did make use of unleavened 
bread. Does that bind us to make use of unleavened bread? If 
we were bound to make use of the same kind of wine that our Lord 
did, we have never done right; for all the wine we have in this 
conntry is different. Must we use the alcoholic wine of thiscountry, 
on the ground that he used the alcoholic wine of that country? Is 
it the alcohol that constitutes its fitness? Is it the intoxicating 
quality that renders it most suitable for this ordinance? Can any 
thing but the love of alcohol lead to thisconclusion? Is it said that 
our Lord’s example binds us in this pirticular? Ifso, we need to 
know what that example was. Did he use the alcoholic wine of 
Palestine? Where is the proof? Has not the custom of using 
strong drink led to the adoption of this opinion, without any evidence 





* For directions how to make it, see the Appendix. 
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for it? We have so long been accustomed to the use of alcohol, 
that we do not regard it with the horror we do other poisons. Its 
exhilarating effects are so pleasant, that we forget the mischiefs 
which follow. Indeed, the use ef alcoholic wine in this ordinance 
has been so habitual, that it has probably associated itself with our 
devotional feelings, and formed a close connection in our minds 
between the exhilaration of alcohol and the spiritual enjoyment of 
the communion table. And it is very probable, that many would feel 
a painful shock, fromthis very cause, if they should, without previous 
notice, be presented at the Lord’s table with a cup of wine which 
had no alcoholic properties. But, if such associations have been 
formed in our minds, and if such a shock would be produced by the 
proposed change, that can be no proof that it would be wrong to 
change, and that we are in duty bound to continue the practice. 
It is an unhappiness that any such association has been formed. It 
is a great evil, if we cannot enjoy the spiritual pleasures of the 
communion table, without associating with them the carnal pleasures 
of the intoxicating cup. We have reason to be alarmed, if the 
exhilaration of alcohol has become indispensable to our enjoyment 
of this ordinance. Indeed, if the exhilaration of alcohol has become 
indispensable to our enjoyment of this ordinance, we have reason to 
conclude that this is all the enjoyment we have. For nothing is 
more certain than that the excitement of alcohol and the influences, 
of the Spirit of God are not to be looked for in company. Nothing 
is ‘more certain than that alcoholic excitement is utterly at war with 
the feelings of true devotion. And not a few in our churches, both 
ministers and others, have long been exceedingly tried on this 
subject. They wish the Lord's supper to be to them an occasion of 
pure spiritual enjoyment. But so strong is the wine commonly pro- 
vided, that they find it impossible to drink little enough to avoid 
feeling the excitement of the alcohol. Can it be the duty of their 
brethren to continue to lay thisyoke uponthem? Are the churches 
bound to continue in this practice? Can they not be allowed to lay 
it aside. 

It has been intimated that there is no proof in the scriptures that 
our Lord did make use of the alcoholic wine of Palestine. It has 
been usually taken for granted that he did. But this ought not to 
be taken for granted, if his doing so is to be pleaded in justification 
of the use of the alcoholic wine of this country. We have been 
accustomed to hear something called wine which is intoxicating ; 
and we have not been accustomed to hear any thing called by that 
neme which is not intoxicating. Hence, when we read in the Bible 
of our Lord’s drinking wine, the idea suggested to our minds is, that 
he partook of an intoxicating drink. But where is the proof? This 
association in our minds is no proof. If the custom with us had 
been the contrary ; if we never had been acquainted with any intox- 
icating drink called wine, but had always heard that name given to- 
a drink which had no intoxicating qualities, our impressions would 
be altogether different. When we heard of our Lord’s drinking 
wine, or of his turning water into wine, we should immediately 
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think of that harmless, pleasant, and refreshing drink to which we 
had been accustomed under that name; and should never think of its 
being any justification for the use of alcohol. Ignorance, then, and 
want of attention to the facts of the case, might lead us to form hasty 
opinions, which a closer examination would show to be erroneous. 
We have seen that the fresh jutce of the grape, before it is fermented, 
is called wine in the scriptures. We have also seen that it was a 
customary drink in Egypt and in Palestine. And there is at least 
some reason to believe it was this that our Lord used. 

Wine is spoken of as a blessing, and promised as such in con- 
nection with corn, and oil, and other harmless and useful substances. 
This would all be applicable to the juice of the grape in its unfer- 
mented state. It would well agree with the qualities it then possesses. 
Bat when it is fermented its qualities are essentially changed. It 
then becomes charged with alcohol, which is intoxicating and 
poisonous. And what might with propriety be said of it before this 
change, could not with proprieiy be said of it now. So corn, in its 
natural state, is good for food, and is promised as a blessing. But 
when this harmless and useful substance is made to undergo a similar 
change; when its strength is drawn forth, and transformed by 
fermentation into ardent spirit, it can no longer with propriety be 
spoken of as good for food. Its qualities are essentially changed ; 
and what was true of it before the change is not true of it now. 
That alcoholic wine was used by many, in scripture times, is true. 
It is also true, that the ardent spirit made from corn is used by many 
now. But the question is, whether the use of either, as a common 
drink, is spoken of, in the scriptures, with approbation ; or whether 
our Lord, by his example, has given any countenance to such use 
of either. 

The use of alcoholic wine is certainly spoken of in the scriptures 
with disapprobation. Every degree of intoxication is condemned ; 
and it is plainly declared that drunkards shall not inherit the king- 
dom of God. The passages already cited are sufficiently explicit. 
They declare that “ wine is a mocker,” and represent it as biting 
with the venom of a serpent. Other passages are of similar import. 
(Pr. 23. 20,) “ Be not among wine bibbers, among riotous eaters of 
flesh.’” (Is. 5. 11,)‘*Woeto them that rise up early in the morning, that 
they may follow strong drink. (22) Woe tothem that are mighty 
to drink wine, and men of strength to mingle strong drink.” The 
use of it led men astray then as well as now in their judgement of 
important matters. (Is. 28. 7,) ‘‘ They have erred through wine, 
and throngh strong drink are out of the way; the priest and the 
prophet have erred through strong drink; they are swallowed up of 
wine, they are out of the way through strong drink; they err in 
vision, they stumble in judgment.” Its use was prohibited to magis- 
trates and legislators. (Pr. 31. 4—6,) “‘ It is not for kings to drink 
wine, nor for princes strong drink : lest they drink and forget the 
law, and pervert the judgment of any of the afflicted.” It was 
prohibited to the ministers of religion, when about to engage in the 
duties of their office. (Lev. 10. 8, 9,) “ And the Lord spake 
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unto Aaron, saying, do not drink wine nor strong drink, thou, 
nor thy sons with thee, when ye go into the tabernacle of the 
congregation, lest ye die: It shall be a-statute forever throughout 
your generations.” The Nazarite among the Hebrews was one 
who separated himself in a peculiar mafiner to the service of God. 
And it was a part of the law of the Nazarite that he should refrain 
entirely from the use of all kinds of wine. (Num. 6. 3,) “ He shall 
separate himself from wine and strong drink, and shall drink no 
vinegar of wine, or vinegar of strong drink, neither shall he drink 
any liquor of grapes, nor eat moist grapes or dried.’’ So careful 
was he to be to abstain entirely from every thing which might have 
a tendency to create a thirst for wine or any intoxicating drink. 

Since this is the manner in which the scriptures ane of the use 
of alcoholic wine, and of every intoxicating drink, can it be doing 
justice to the character of the blessed Savior, to take it for granted 
that he was in the common habit of using such drinks? Ought it 
to be taken for granted that he selected such a drink as the peculiar 
memozial of his precious blood? Could such a drink, one which 
the priests were especially warned to avoid, when about to engage 
in the service of the sanctuary, lest they should be struck dead,— 
one which kings and magistrates were forbidden to use, because it 
would disqualify them for the duties of their office,—one from which 
the Nazarites were to keep at such a distance,—one which, in its 
very nature, is so destructive of every holy affection,—could this 
drink have been selected by our Lord, to be partaken of by all his 
friends, in the most solemn service he has appointed 1 Were those 
whom he has made kings and priests unto God, whom he has separ- 
ated as his Nazarites from the pollutions of the world, were they 
required to use this drink as a special token of their separation from 
every thing unholy? We have seen that the unfermented wine was 
used in that country—we have seen that the use of intoxicating 
drinks is spoken of in the scriptures with disapprobation—and why 
must we think the Lord Jesus used the intoxicating wine in preference 
to the other? Why must we think that any good man, in those 
days, would do it?’ Where is the evidence that the use of aleoholic 
wine, as a common drink, was tolerated at all, by the holy scriptures ? 
Where is the chapter and verse, in which a license is given for their 
common use? If no such license can be found, how shall we 
venture to continue the practice, in the face of all the disapprobation 
which the scriptures express? 

Is it thought, that those passagés of scripture which speak of wine 
as a blessing, may be considered as giving a lisense to the use of 
alcoholic wine? Why should that be thought? Do they mention 
such wine? Is not what they say all applicable to the other kind ? 
If it is applicable to the other kind, then it needs to be proved that 
the other is not the kind that is meant. The scriptures also speak 
of corn as a blessing. But what would be thought of the reasoning 
which should hence infer the lawfulness of using ardent spirits? 
And what man, in his senses, would apply what the scriptures sa 
of corn to the alcohol which is produccd by its fermentation 7 fe 
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there any more authority for applying what is said of wine in its 
natural state to the alcohol which is produced by its fermentation? 

There was one use of alcoholic wine which was lawful. And 
the unlearned reader, from the name by which it 1s called in the 
English Bible, might possibly think it gave a license to drink it. It 
was the drink offering which accompanied the daily burnt offering 
to the Lord. A careful attention to the whole of what is said, 
however, will show, that the wine was not to be drunk. The 
directions may be found in the 28th chapter of Numbers. Aftet 
appointing two lambs for the sacrifice, and pointing out the quantity 
of flour and oil for the meet offering, it is said, (v. 7,) “ And the 
drink offering thereof shall be the fourth part of a hin for the one 
lamb : in the holy place shalt thou cause the strong wine to be 
poured unto the Lord for a drink offering.” It was to be poured 
out, notto bedrunk. And the Hebrew word rendered drink offering 
has no connection with drinking at all, but means a libation, some- 
thing poured out asa religious offering unto God. Here, then, is 
one lawful use of the strong wine. It was not to drink it, but to 
pour it out before the Lord, as a libation. 

We fail, then, of finding any license in the holy scriptures for 
the use of alcoholic wine as a common drink. We fail of finding 
any evidence that it was used as such by our blessed Savior. And 
we fail of finding any evidence that it was used by him in the 
institution of the sacramental supper. We have evidence that its 
use as a drink is spoken of in the scriptures with disappfobation, 
and that every degree of intoxication is condemned as a sin. We 
have evidence that another kind of wine was in use as a drink, 
which had no intoxicating qualities. And under these circumstances, 
we think it must be allowed, on all hands, that there is at least some 
reason to think that this was the kind which our Lord used. And 
if it would be lawful for us to use this, in case it could be obtained, 
as we believe all will grant, we think none can deny that we are at 
liberty to approach as near it as we can, in the preparation we make 
for the ordinance of the supper. 

And now, if it is lawful for us to lay aside the alcoholic prepara 
tion which we have been accustomod to use, and to adopt another 
preparation which has no alcohol in it—ifa preparation can be made 
from preserved grapes, which shall approach much nearer to the 
original fruit of the vine than any of the intoxicating mixtures of the 
shops, is it not duty to make the change? Can we be excusable in 
neglecting it? 

It is indeed believed that the common use of intoxicating drinks 
is absolutely unlawful. It is believed that the whole current of 
scripture is against it. But this will not now be insisted on. Let 
us consider our present circumstances, and the circumstances of 
those around us, and see whether the great law of love does not 
bind us to make the change proposed. 

The evils of drunkenness need not be enumerated. They are 
acknowledged on all hands. The waste of property, the destruction 
of health, the ruin of intellect, the loss of character, the misery, and 
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filth, and shame, which are its never failing attendants, are too 
apparent. The necessity ofa reformation isacknowledged ; and great 
efforts have been made, and are still making to carry it forward. 
Yet the success of the whole cause is endangered, by the reluctance 
of its professed friends to be consistent throughout. ‘The rich man 
will give up his brandy, if you spare him his wine; and the poor 
will give up his whiskey, if you spare him his ale and his cider. 
And multitudes are making this change, and giving their names to 
the Temperance Society, without relinquishing the intoxicating cup. 
And if it is proposed to extend the pledge so as to include alcohol 
in every form, we are met by the supposed toleration of wine in the 
scriptures, by the supposed-example of our blessed Lord, and by the 
supposed necessity of using it in the Lord’s supper. And some 
have so associated the use of alcoholic wine with what they hold 
most sacred, that they dare not pass a resolution at a temperance 
meeting to commend the example of those who abstain from its 
common use, lest they should thereby virtually condemn the Lord 
Jesus Christ! But, surely, those who feel thus have not sufficiently 
examined the subject. Ifthe scriptures did tolerate the use of alco- 
holic wine, they did not require it. When the unfermented wine 
could be had, they might drink it without sin. They were not 
bound to use the intoxicating kind in preference. And if it is 
lawful for us to use the intoxicating kind, we are not bound to do 
so, when we can obtain a suitable substitute. If it is regarded as a 
privilege to us to use the intoxicating kind, it is at least a privilege 
which we are at liberty to give up, for the benefit of others. The 
rule of Paul, in regard to eating meat, will oblige ustodothis. He 
said, (I Cor. 8. 13,) “ If meat make my brother to offend, I will eat 
no flesh while the world standeth, lest I make my brother to offend.” 
The continued use of alcoholic wine by the churches does make 
others to offend. It is the occasion of much intoxication, which 
might otherwise be prevented. If all professed christians would 
relinquish its use, and set their faces against it, and against all its 
kindred drinks—if they would decidedly and steadily oppose it, if 
not as unlawful in itself, yet as unlawful by the apostle’s rule,— 
~unlawful in present circumstances, because of the evil it does to 
others,—if the churches would unanimously do this, a great and 
salutary change would be effected. The cause of Temperance 
would receive an impetus which nothing could resist ; and all oppos« 
ing obstacles, would be swept away. But if the churches will not 
do this, if professed christians will still hold fast the intoxicating 
cup, if they will still plead for the lawfulness of its use, and still 
insist upon the liberty of indulging themselves with it, how can they 
expect to prevail with others? The disuse of one kirfd of intoxicating 
drink will be to little purpose while others are allowed. While the 
rich continue their wine, and the poor their ale and their cider, 
every man can procure to himself any degree of intoxication he may 
desire. And while the church continues to grasp the intoxicating 
eup, and mistakenly to plead the authority of the scriptures for its 
use, the burning tide of intemperance will continue to roll over the 
land, and sweep its ten thousands to the drunkard’s grave. 
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APPENDIX. 


Ir has been supposed that the greatest obstacle in the way of 
persuading the churches to lay aside the use of alcoholic wine, 
would be the apprehended difficulty of procuring a suitable substi- 
tute. But it is believed this difficulty will be found less than the 
apprehension. Were there only a demand, it is believed that the 
unfermented juice of the grape would soon be furnished in sufficient 
quantity to supply the churches. The Temperance Intelligencer 
for October 1834, says, ‘‘ The recent juice of the grape technically 
called must, may be kept from fermenting by heating it to the 
temperature af boiling water, 212 deg. of Fahrenheit, and then 
keeping it in carefully sealed bottles in a cool place, such as an ice 
house or cellar. When so preserved, it is a pleasant and innocent 
beverage, and we believe in all respects adapted to the sacred 
purpose for which it is here recommended.” 

When this cannot be had, avery simple preparation may be made, 
as follows : Take one pound of good fresh raisins, (dried grapes) 
cut them up, put them into three half pints of boiling water, let 
them stand on embers and simmer one hour, and they will yield one 
pint of juice, which will very closely resemble the fresh juice of the 
grape ; and though it may vary a little in its flavor, will be essen- 
tially like it in its constituent parts. This preparation must be 
within the reach of all. It is the fruit of the vine, and much nearer 
to the unfermented wine of Palestine than any of the alcoholic 

reparations now commonly used. Its color will he nearly that of 
adeira wine. But if any wish to have it red, it can be made so by 
the addition of a little common current jelly. 

Another preparation has been made, intended to correspond with 
the chemical analysis of the fresh juice of the grape. Such juice is 
stated toconsist of sugar, water, acid, mucilage, and extractive matter. 
To furnish all these, take eight ounces of raisins to a pint of boiling 
water, as before, and add two ounces of sugar, two ounces of gum 
arabic, and one eighth of an ounce of cream of tartar. This will 
differ a little in its consistency and flavor from the other, and is 
thought by some to make a still nearer approach in its nature ta the 
fresh juice of the ripe fruit. 

It is to be observed that each of these preparations must be made 
within a day or two of the time of using, as they will soon ferment 
if they are kept. 


For the New-England Telegraph. 
THE SCHEME OF MORAL SUASION EXAMINED. 
No. 2. 


In his second discourse, Mr. Hopkins particularly considered the 
doctrine of divine efficiency in the production of moral evil. To 
let his hearers know that he was not about ‘to waste his time and 
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strength in attempting to refute a doctrine which had become obso- 
lete, or which no one is now disposed to defend and honestly 
carry out im its true consequences; he read extracts at some length 
from my Thanksgiving Sermon, from Rom. 6. 17, which he at- 
tempted both to satirize and refute. I have no objection to have 
the principles of that sermon subjected toa fair and candid examina- 
tion; and since I have been denied access to Mr. Hopkins’s argu- 
ments and objections, | have the more reason to regret that the 
pencil of the note-taker failed him, during this discourse, so that I 
have but a very imperfect knowledge of the arguments and objec- 
tions of Mr. H., against my sermon. But the few of which I have 
been informed, with those of Dr. Beecher in his late Defence, hand- 
ed me by Mr. Hopkins, together with a few others, which I have 
otherwise heard, it will be my object in this communication to con- 
sider. 

Says the Psalmist, “ The wrath of man shall praise thee: the re- 
mainder of wrath shalt thou restrain.” Ifso, where is the absurd- 
ity of thanking God for the agency he has exerted in relation to the 
introduction of moral evil into the world? Accordingly we read, 
** At that time Jesus rejoiced in spirit, and said, I thank thee, O 
Father, Lord of heaven and earth, because thou hast hid these 
things [the things of his kingdom] from the wise and prudent, and 
hast revealed them unto babes: Even so, Father, for so it seemed 
good in thy sight.” If this is not an expression of thanks to God, for 
the agency he exerts in relation to the formation of both the vessels 
of mercy and the vessels of wrath, I ask, what would constitute 
such an expression? If it isa fact that some sin will occasion a higher 
degree of good in the universe than could otherwise exist, and 
if it is a fact that every human volition is the effect of the 
creative power of God, both of which have often been com- 
pletely demonstrated ; then God may have, and without doubt 
he has a good and praise-worthy design in relation to the existence 
of sin, which morally obliges us to thank and praise him, as Christ 
did, for exerting his agency in its production. Believing this sen- 
timent to be true, and that more sin than holiness had existed in 
this nation during the preceding year, I wrote and preached a ser- 
mon last Thanksgiving Day, from Rom. 6. 17, ‘“ But God be thank- 
ed that ye were the servants of sin,” &c. 1 was aware that some 
biblical critics reudered this passage so as to thank God for the 
agency he exerts in the production of holy volitions; but as I saw 
nothing in the plain and obvious sense of the passage, as rendered 
by the cautious, learned, and able translators of the Bible, which is 
contrary to reason or scripture, I chose to abide by the translation 
as it stands; and accordingly I drew the following doctrine from the 
text.—‘ Saints have reason to thank God that they have been the 
servants of sin.’” This sermon, which appeared in the N. E. Tele- 
graph, about the close of the 4th volume, set in motion many tongues 
and some pens; but no person who has made an attack upon the 
leading principle of the sermon, has yet favored the public with his 
objections through the press. Ifthe preachers, who have preached 
against it, will favor me with their objections, I will endeavor to give 
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them the attention which they shall merit. The Editor of the 
Christian Quarterly Spectator was pleased to refer to my sermon, 
as though he considered it a mass of heresy. Let him refute the 
arguments of the sermon, and then triumph. 

It is true, 1 might have chosen phraseology which is more guarded, 
but | kept close to the phraseology of my text, and chose not to 
wrap its edge in a covering of silk, but to let *‘ the sword of the 
spirit’ do its own proper work. And besides, I immediately made 
the following explanation of the sentiment of the text. 

““ When the apostle says, ‘God be tharked that ye were the 
servants of sin,’ we cannot suppose that he meant to direct us to 
thank and praise God for sin, as being a blessing in itself; or to 
thank him for permitting or causing it for its own sake. It would 
be absurd to thank God that we have been the servants of sin, if he 
had exerted no agency in causing us to be the servants of sin, or to 
thank him for causing us to be the servants of sin for its own sake, 
ifhe might have caused us to have done something which would have 
better promoted his own glory, and the highest ultimate good. If God 
had caused or permitted one sin that was not for the best, all things 
considered, and not necessary to occasion a greater good that could 
not otherwise exist, so far from deserving our thanks for so doing, 
he would merit our condemnation. The meaning ofthe apostle is 
doubtless this, that christians ought to praise and thank God for 
causing them to have been the servants of sin, not for its own sake, 
but because it is the occasion of a greater ultimate good to them and 
to the universe, than could otherwise exist.” 

And now I ask, what is there absurd or unscriptural in the idea, 
that we are bound to thank and praise God for his good design in 
exerting his creative power to cause all that moral evil to exist in 
the system he has chosen, which is necessary to occasion the highest 
good of the universe ?* Says the Psalmist, “ He turned their heart 





*Since some, who would fain be thought to claim Dr. Emmons, have 
given countenance to the objections against the leading principle of my. 
Thanksgiving Sermon, I will here copy an extract from Emmons's Sermons, 
vol. 6. page 89. ‘‘It is more eligible to belong to the race of Adam since 
his apostasy, than it was before he apostatized. It is more eligible to live 
in this world, bad as it is, than to have lived in it, while it was perfectly ho- 
ly. Mankind now enjoy better opportunities and means of getting good and 
of doing good, than they would have had, if they had remained free from sin 
and misery. God intended, when he made the world, that it should be 
just such a world as it is. When he created Adam, he meant that he should 
sin and spread sin and misery among all his posterity and that his Son 
should suffer and die to save some of them from both sin and misery, God's 
original design in making this world has never been defeated by the apos- 
tasy of Adam and the sins of his posterity. He sent Christ not to mend 
the world, but to carry into effect his perfectly wise and holy and benevo- 
lent design of creating and redeeming love. He raised up this world to be 
a staging, upon which the most important transactions were tohe done; and 
when they are dane he will take it down. The scenes which take place 
upon earth are vastly greater, more solemn and more instructive, than they 
could have been, if sin and misery had not existed, the Son of God had 
not died and sinners had not here been formed into vessels of mercy & 
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to hate his people, aiid deol subtilely with his servants.” In view 
of Gods design in this atid the ends he accomplished by it, does he 
deserve no thanks for it! We read, “ For God hath put in their 
hearts to fulfil his will, and to agree, and give their kingdom to the 
beast, until the words of God shall be fulfilled.’”’” And again, “ But 
Sihon, king of Heshbon, would not let us pass by him, for the Lord 
thy God hardened his spirit, and made his heart obstinate, that he 
might deliver him into thy hands as appeareth this day.” In view 
of the ends he answered, I now ask, does God deserve no thanks 
for these instances of his conduct? He told Pharzoh by his servant 
Moses, “ And in very deed, for this cause have I raised thee up, for 
to shoiv ih thee my power,and that my name may be declared through- 
out all the earih.” Does he deserve no thanks for that? Do the 
heavenly hosts think so, who sing the song of Moses? ‘* And again 
the anger of the Lord was kindled against Israel, and he moved 
David against them to say, Go, number Israel atid Judah.” In 
doing this, and in stirring up other adversaries who ‘ meant not so 
neither did their hearts think so,’ to punish his rebelious people, 
does he merit no thanks from his rational creatures? There is no 
reason to doubt that God had a wise design, and benevolent intention 
or motive in these, and all other similar instances of his- conduct. 
And if we are not bound to praise him for these instances of his 
conduct, how are we bound to feel in view ofthem? Are we bound 
to reproach and curse him for so doing, as sinners and devils do? 
This will follow if we deny the other. 

But, says Mr. Hopkins, “If the Creator creates evil, and moves 
men to sin, who is to blame? God—all sin belongs to God—he is 
the only sinner in the universe.” 

Now one thing is certain, if such affirmations as these are not 
true, they must be in the neighborhood of blasphemy. The objector 
is rather unhappy in his phraseology, for he has adopted the very 
terms used by the sacred writers to express the agency of God in 
causing moral evil. ‘ I create the fruit of the lips” —* I make peace 
and create evil’’—‘‘ he moved David against them to say, Go, number 
Israel and Judah,” which the scriptures assure us was sin in David. 
And if it should be said that the other instance means natural evil, 
it is sufficient to say, that the way God often creates this, is to “ stir 





vessels of wrath. God has always held a school here, in which he has been 
training up rational and immortal creatures for their future and eternal de- 
stination. God will reap a larger revenue of glory from this, than from any 
other world ; and mankind will reap a larger portion of holiness and happiness, 
than if they had lived in any other part of God's wide dominions. For by 
living in this world, they have done more for God and seen and learnt more of 
God, than they would any where else. The patriarchs, the prophets, the apos- 
tles and all, who will be redeemed from among men, will always have reason 
to be thankful, that they were the offspring of Adam and lived in the world, 
where he sinned and fell, where Christ was ¢racified, where the gospel was 
preached, where, sanctifying grace was given and where, through much 
tribulation, they were prepared and translated to heaven, where they will be 
able to sing a song of gratitude, which the highest angels in heaven -eannot 
learn.” 
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up,” “send,” and “ put in the hearts” of wicked and ambitious 
kings to occasion these evils, as he did in the case of the king of 
Assyria, recorded in the tenth chapter of Isaiah. 

This profane objection of Mr. H. appears to be built upon the 
false principle, that the cause must be of the same nature with the 
effect in all cases. It assumes as a fact, that if God creates evil, he 
must be evil. Let us trace this principle to its absurd consequences. 
God created the poison of the serpent, and the scorpion, therefore 
he must be a poisonous being. God created the ferocity of the tiger, 
therefore he must be a ferocious being. God created the tnaterial 
universe, therefore he must be a material being: God created men 
with different complections and capacities, talents, &c. therefore he 
must be a partial being. These are as sound conclusions as to say, 
that if God exerted his efficient or creative power in hardening 
Pharaoh’s heart, then his own heart must Le hard. The person 
therefore, who adopts this principle, ‘ carries things quite too far,’ 
he is ‘ an ultra,’ and is subverted by his own principles. 

But the advocates of the system of moral suasion have another 
objection against thanking God for exerting his agency in causing 
moral evil, and that is, a flat and bold denial that the creative power 
of God is ever exerted in causing human volitions and actions, 
either sinful or holy. And to evade the plain, solemn, and unequiv- 
ocal declarations of the Bible, which assert the truth which they 
deny, a special rule of interpretation has been devised, which is this: 
—(Copied in substance from the old Arminian commentators,) 
That God may be said to do some things, when he only permits them 
to be done, or docs not positively hinder them. For instance, God 
may be said to have hardened Pharaoh’s heart, when he only with- 
held that influence which would have softened it. This amounts to 
saying, that God may be said to do some things which he does not 
do. It is said that Mr. Hopkins adopted this rule of interpretation, 
and started the inquiry, ‘‘ How was Pharaoh’s heart hardened 2?” which 
he answered as follows: ‘‘ By God’s withholding those influences 
which were calculated to lead him to repentance.” ‘This seems to 
be making a special rule of interpretation, to apply to a special case, 
after the example of those ecclesiastical councils which frame special 
rules to suit special cases. But I protest against this absurd rule of 
explaining, or rather of explaining, away the sacred oracles. When 
God speaks to man, we ought toconclude that he means as he says. 
And besides, that God exerts his creative power in causing all human 
volitions, and in turning and governing the heart of man by his 
efficient agency, is just as evident as the divine existence. It can 
be demonstrated by our common sense of causé and effect, as I 
showed in my first number. And we are told, “‘ Not that we are 
suffieient of ourselves to think any thing as of ourselves, but our 
sufficiency is of God.” “ As the clay is in the potter’s hand, soare 
ye in my hand, O house of Israel.” ‘ The king’s heart is in the 
hand of the Lord, asthe rivers of water; he turneth it whithersoever 
he will.” ‘* The preparation of the heart in man, and the answer 
of the tongue is from the Lord.” We can no more rise above this 
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entire dependance upon God for our successive thoughts, feelings, 
and volitions, which constitute our rational and moral existence, 
than we can cease to exist. Most exactly does the Bible agreé 
with our common sense of cause and effect on this subject. 
_ The advocates of the system of moral suasion have felt the force of 
these arguments in favor of divine efficiency, exerted in causing 
regeneration and in producing our volitions, and have set their 
inventions at work to magnify moral suasion, or moral power, and 
to multiply second or instrumental causes, so as plausibly to account 
for these events and effects without an exercise of creative power iii 
causing them. In doing this, they have, perhaps unconsciously, 
often confounded the efficient, with the moral government of God, 
and applied language to the latter, which is applicable only to the 
former. We have a noted instance of this, ir Dr. Béecher’s laté 
Defence against Dr. Wilson, in which he says, ‘Some men seem 
to think that if God does a thing by instrumentality, no opportunity 
is left for him to show his own great power. I think far otherwise. 
To me the truth seems weak enough in itself to leave ample space 
for the display of omnipotence. I think that the act of God in re- 
generation is the most stupendous manifestation of omnipotent energy; 
that has ever been made by the Almighty. Nor do I ever expéct t0 
see any thing in God’s works that will rival the solemn majesty 
of that greatest of ai! his uperations, which silent asthe music of the 
spheres, moves on in its resistless strength, making the pearts of re- 
be] men to yield before it.” 

This is fairly off the ground of moral suasion, and if the Dr. 
* meaneth not so, neither doth his heart think so,” he is to blatne 
for using terms which are applicable only to the efficient power of 
God. Here I apprehend tras been a source of much delusion and 
imposition upon this plain subject—the confounding of moral suasion 
with creative or efficient power. In this way, by using terms that 
are more applicable to creative power, then to moral power, the 
friends of moral suasion have, though dishonestly, gained the credit 
of being orthodox, and made the multitude believe they have been 
slandered by those who have called theit orthodoxy it question. 
But I protest against this artifice, and call upon the friends of moral 
suasion to stand upon their own grovnd, and not, through unmanly 
artifice, to steal and use the weapons which honestly belong to those 
they oppose, in contending against them. There is a complete and 
radical distinction between moral power, or moral suasion, (which 
consists in motives, persuasion &c., and is in its nature contingent 
and uncertain in ite effects,) and creative power, which is infalhble 
in its effects; and those who confoutid thet, or neglect to keep 
up the important distinction between them, are either dishonest, 
or not well informed in respect to Cause and effect. 

A very popular objection, ofien urged by the advocates of the 
system of moral suasion, is, the assumption that ouf views of divine 
agency destroy the frcedom of the human will. ‘How can God 
create our volitions, without ruining our free agency 7’ 

On this point it appears that some persons seem obstinately deter- 
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mined, if they are not enabled and allowed to cause their own 
volitious by a self-determining power, that they will neither exercise 
nor acknowledge a particle of tree agency. If they must live, and 
move, and have their being in God, they are resolved to die, and 
stand still, without any being. They freely and zealously contend 
against the existence of all dependent free agency. But I do not 
believe they have physical, natural or moral power enough to stop 
their volitions, so long as God is pleased to cause them. If any one 
think he has, let him gird on his armor, and collect all his power, and 
try theexperiment. And surely, if any persons cause or originate 
their own volitions, without existing of necessity, as God dvoes,— 
which none will pretend,—they can cease to do it. For any child 
knows that it does not require more power to do nothing, than to do 
something—not toact, thanto act. Can any one stop his volitions, 
thoughts, and feelings, by an exercise of his imaginary self-determin- 
ing power? No----and this fact is instead of a thousand arguments 
to show that the scheme of moral suasion is chimerical, and that 
our yolitions are caused by creative power which is infalible in its 
effects. 

But it may be asked, how can God cause human volitions without 
ruining our free agency. Solomon says, ‘‘ Answer a fool according 
to his folly,’’ and in obedience to this direction, I will answer this 
question by asking a few others. How can God create a stone, 
without giving it the powers ofa free agent? How can God cause 
any person*to choose life, without preventing him from choosing 
life? These questions are just as pertinent as it is to ask how car 
God create a free agent, without forming a mere involuntary 
machine? Or how can he create a human vulition, without making 
ita tree, or some physical object ? 

In one sense, however, the question, “ How can God cause our 
volitions without destroying our freedom,” is impertineut, and I am 
not bound to answer it. ‘The mode of divine operation in causing 
effects by creative power, is, and forever will be incomprehensible. 
Says Dr. Emmons, “‘ The power of God is incomprehensible as his 
presence. We know from the perfection of the divine nature, as well 
as from the declaration of scripture, that God can do every thing. His 
power is incomprehensibly great, both in its nature, and effects. The 
effects of divine power are astonishing. But the nature of divine 
power is still more unsearchable. It is of such a nature as to give 
positive existence, or to produce something when there was nothing. 
Created beings have power only to move, alter, change, or new-mod- 
ify objects. ‘They cannot create or produce existence in a single 
instance. The production of a fly, or a worm, or the smallest insect, 
is as much above their power, as the creation of a world. Creative 
power, therefore is utterly incomprehensible.”—Occasional Ser- 
mons---p. 176. 

Hence, analogical reasoning from other kinds of power or causation, 
when applied to creative power, in order to show that its operations 
must subvert free agency, is perfectly idle and vain. 

Unhapily for some of the advocates of the system of moral suasion, 
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or some who are claimed as such, there is but too much reason for 
us to retort this question, ‘‘ How can man be free?” While denying 
the creative power of God in causing human volitions, in order to 
escape the charge of being on the ground of Atheism and Deism, 
and not openly renounce both scripture and reason in relation to the 
cause of human volitions, some have so multiplied and magnified 
physical, moral, and instrumental causes, as to expose themselves to 
the charge of fatalism, and of weakening or destroying our free 
agency. Dr. Beecher, who has advocated the New Haven views 
more or less, (and who I am confident will never fall a martyr for 
his consistency,) in his late Defence before the Cincinnati Presby- 
tery against "Dr. Wilson, has these expressions :—“ Nor do I mean, 
as I have been supposed to mean, when I say that the will is free 
from constraint or defect, that the faculty of the will hes not been 
shattered, wounded, disturbed, and put out of order. I admit that 
such a change was produced in Adam’s constitution by the fall, 
that though he continued to act in a voluntary and accountable 
manuer, he acted wrong, and, if left to himself, would ever continue 
todo so. ‘The shock struck his will out of its balance, and it was 
followed by the same effect upon all his posterity.” 

This certainly seems to look a little like ‘‘ physical depravity,” 
which they often charge upon others; and I now ask, if the faculty 
of the human will has been “ shattered, wounded, disturbed,” * struck 
out of balance,’ “‘ and put out of order,’ and such a change produced 
in the constitution of Adam and his posterity by the fall as is here 
acknowledged ; does not this view of the cause of human depravity, 
according to the obvious and established use of the phraseology, 
weaken or destroy our free agency and accountability? Dr. Taylor, 
in his zeal to account for regeneration and human volitions without 
the orthodox and scriptural view of divine efficiency, it is believed, 
took ground which is equally absurd, and involved a natural impos- 
sibility of regeneration, as his Reviewer in the Telegraph made to 
appear. And any person may safely be challenged to leave the 
scriptural, rational, and solid ground of divine efficiency in causing 
human volitions, and not in some way or other, run into skepticism, 
materialism, triangularism, or Burtonism? Dr. Priestly tried it, and 
run into materialism and skepticism. Dr. Woods has tried it, and 
seemed to run into Burtonism. Dr. Wilbur Fisk has tried it, and 
run into the absurdities of a self-determining power. Some have 
tried it and run against their own former publications, or into 
Antinomianism, or Arminianism, or a compound of absurdity and 
darkness, and lost themselves, so that they need some one to tell 
them on what ground they are. 

But says Dr. Beecher in hislate Defence, ‘‘ How can God require 
men to have holy volitions, while he works sinful volitions within 
them? I feel strongly inclined to retort this question, and to ask. 
the advocates of moral suasion, how God can consistently require 
‘* holy volitions” on their ground. And first, I will ask Dr. Beecher, 
how can God require holy volitions of the sinner, when his will, by 
means of the fall, is shattered, wounded, disturbed, struck out of 
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balance, and put out of order, and such a change produced in his 
constitution, that, if left to himself, under such a strong bias, he 
will always act wrong? Or, I will ask Dr. Taylor, how the sinner 
can suspend his selfish principle, and go out of being as a voluntary 
transgressor, long enough before he has a new heart and a new spirit, 
for his moral process of regeneration? Or I will ask an Arminian 
wha professes to hold to regeneration, how an impenitent sinner, 
while totally depraved, can so please God as to secure that divine 
influence, which, according to this scheme, is granted in answer to 
unregenerate prayers and efforts? I will ask those who imagine 
that they cause their own volitions by a previous act of choice, how 
a sinner can cause his first volition? The truth is, every conceiva- 
ble ground has a graveling point of place ip it, except the scriptural 
ground that God causes our volitions by an exercise of his creative 
power, or by a volition of hjs will. This cause is of such a nature; 
as not in the least to interfere with any of the‘powers and faculties 
of the human mind, which are essential to free and accountable 
agency. This was the kind of power or agency which God exerted 
in hardening Pharaoh’s heart. It is absurd to suppose that he 
hardened his heart by physical power, which has no tendency to 
harden or sofien the heart. And it is blasphemous toaffirm that he 
hardened his heart by an exercise of moral power, or moral influence, 
for this would have been wrong and sinful. Moral power consists 
in persuasion, enticement, argument, entreaty, and such kind of 
moral suasion and motives, employed to move the mind to act in a 
specific manner. And if God had exercised such a kind of power 
in hardening Pharaoh’s heart, it could not be said that God “ is not 
tempted with evil, neither tempteth he any man.” The truth is, 
all the moral power which God exerted upon Pharaoh was adapted 
to soften, and not to harden his heart. The advocates of moral 
suasion, therefore, are brought into this dilemma, either to deny all 
those passages of scripture which assert the divine agency in blind- 
ing, and hardening the hearts of sinners, or to admit that he does 
it by an exercise pf creative power, which we have the evidence of 
experience, of conscience, of testimony and of scripture, is perfectly 
consistent with the free agency and accountability of the creature. 
Every one is conscious that he ought and is able to have acted 
differently from the manner he has often acted, under the creative 
power of God. Pharaoh several times confessed, after God had 
hardened his heart time and again, that God was righteous, and that 
he was wicked, which implies that in his view it was proper and 
right for God to require holy volitions of him, while he was harden- 
ing his heart. We have the testimony of Pharaoh in favor of this 
fact, and he doubtless knew whether God treated him with propriety 
and justice, or not. The truth is, it is impossible to conceive any 
other causation which is so completely consistent with our freedom 
and accountability as an exertion of creative power, consisting in a 
volition of the divine will ; for, instead of destroying our free agency, 
this is the constant cause and preserver of it. The whole force of 
this plausible objection is built upon the idle, and groundless 
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assumption that an exertion of creative power in causing our voli- 
tions, is subversive of our free agency. But this assumption is contrary 
to reason, scripture, consciousness and fact; and therefore, the 
objection has no force. 

Perhaps it may be asked, if God creates our volitions, how can 
we be praise and blame worthy? I will answer this objection, when 
such an objector will show how we can help being prasie or blame 
worthy, when God creates our volitions. So long as any person 
exercises moral volitions, caused by creative power, by moral suasion, 
or by nothing, (if this were possible,) he can no more help being 
praise or blame worthy according to the nature of his actions, than 
he can avoid being a free and accountable agent, while God causes 
him to choose in view of motives. This objection is essentially the 
same as one raised and answered by the apostle in the 9h of 
Romans. If such objectors would only consider that men have 
natural power to prevent what God has decreed, as demonstrated by 
Dr. Emmons in the 3d sermon in his second volume, they would 
see the fallacy of their objections. 

But, says Dr. Beecher again, ‘‘ How can those human volitions 
which God creates be avoided?” This objection being essentially 
the same as the objection from the Dr. which I last considered, 
(since I love to give the laboring oar to my objectors,) I will answer 
it by asking another. Ifthe Dr. will tell me how he could have 
avoided asking this question, when it was certain and foreknown 
from eternity that he would ask it, he will answer his own question. 
If we deny the foreknowledge of God, and even the divine existence, 
we cannot destroy this self-evident fact, that whatever has taken 
place was to be----was certain from eternity. Call it the effect of 
fate, or foreknowledge, or decree, or whatever we please,----if he has 
been truly reported,—it was certain from eternity that Dr. Beecher 
should ask the above question. And when he will slow us on his 
ground, how he could have avoided it, I will show him how we can 
avaid those volitions which God creates. 

Another objection, handed me from a gentleman in Pawtucket, 
is in these words: ‘‘I understand you to say that God creates the 
volitions of wicked men, and that it is the immediate agency of God 
alone upon the heart that causgs a sinner to act, when a motive is 
presented to the mind. If such be the fact, how can a sinner be 
said to be accountable for his conduct ?” 

This qnestion remjnds me of a question once put by an Armin- 
ian philosopher to a sensible farmer of my acquaintance, in these 
words: “Can you see how a person can be entirely dependent, and 
yet be agcoyntable”? Well— replied the farmer, there may be 
something in this which we can’t see — but I’ll tell you what J can’t 
see — I can’t see how a person can be independent and yet be ac- 
countable.” 

This last remark agrees with common sense; but to ask how 
any person can be dependent, and yet accountable, seems to be a 
mockery of common sense. ~ If accountability does not result from 
dependence in rational and voluntary creatures, from what does it 
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arise? A child is dependent upon its parent, and is therefore ac- 
countable. We are all dependent upon our civil government, for 
the protection of our property, lives, and privileges, and hence our 
accountability to civil officers for our conduct. But we are not 
dependent upon the Grand Sultan for protection, or for anything, 
and consequently are not accountable to him. We are vastly more 
dependent upon God, than we are upon all the universe beside. 
Our dependence upon him is as complete as we can conceive 
dependence to be. Let this objector show how a sinner can be 
thus dependent upon God, and yet be not accountable to him. 

As if conscious of the weakness of his other arguments, Mr. Hop- 
kins called to his aid the captivating power of satire, and construct- 
ed a prayer on this ground, to refute the doctrine of my sermon, 
which was perhaps his most successful argumeit. I will here give 
a specimen of it as [ had it from the gentleman who took notes. — 
*O Lord we thank thee for all the instances in which thou hast 
caused men to sin, but more especially would we thank thee on this 
holy moru.ng that idolatry has covered a vast portion of our globe— 
that there are a vast many gods, the work of men’s hands, and that 
thou art exerting an influence upon millions to fatl down and wor- 
ship them. And, O God, we would thank thee that profanity every 
where abounds, [he might have added, not excepting in the pulpit, 
though peri:aps this was needless,] and that thy worthy name is 
blasphemed every day in all parts of our land. We thank thee that 
thou, by thine own agency, O our heavenly Father, art putting it 
into the hearts of thousands and tens of thousands in our own gos- 
pel land, to set their mouth against the heavens and belch out hor- 
rid oaths and blasphemies.” 

This will be sufficient to give an idea of this satirical prayer, and 
shall I say, profane attempt to turn one of the most clearly revealed 
truths of the Bible into ridicule ? Here again, Mr. H. was rather 
unhappy in his terms, since he adopted scriptural phraseology, and 
exposed himself to the following threatening of Christ. ‘ Whoso- 
ever shall be ashamed of me, and of my words, in this adulterous 
and sinful generation, of him shall the Son of man be ashamed,” &c. 
The passage of similar phraseology is, Rev. 17. 17. “ For God hath 
put in their hearts to fulfill his will, and to agree, and give their 
kingdom to the beast.” Had Mr. H. made the proper and essen- 
tial distinctions, which I made in my Sermon, so as to thank God 
for his good design and agency concerned in the production of mor- 
al evil, he might have failed in his object. For the want of this, 
his solemn piece of mockery was, | fear, only an appeal to vulgar 
prejudice and ignorance, which evinced his want of better argu- 
ments. His effort would have proved abortive, iad he only made 
the proper distinction, and then added the following scripturul pe- 
titions to his prayer. ‘‘O Lord, why hast thou made us toerr from 
thy ways, and hardened our heart from thy fear? “ Incline not my 
heart to do any evil thing ; to practice wicked works with men that 
work iniquity.” ‘‘ Incline my heart to thy testimonies, and not un- 
to covetousness.” ‘‘ Lead us uot into temptation, but deliver us 
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from evil.’” These petitions confirm the very sentiment which Mr. 
Hopkins constructed his prayer to ridicule, and if he had seriously 
reflected upon them in connection with his mock prayer, I should 
think his knees would have smote together like those of the last 
king of Ba‘ylon. 

[ will notice only one more objection, which consists in arraying 
the commands of God against his purposes and agency, exerted in 
causing moral evil. Here resort is had to anological reasoning 
from other kinds of pewer, government and influence, to the crea- 
tive power and efficient government of God. Since it is a'surd and 
criminal for a parent to command one thing, and do its opposite, it 
is taken for granted that it must be absurd and criminal for God to 
command one thing, and cause its opposite. But this is altogether 
idle and sophistical reasoning, for there is no analogy between the 
government of a parent, and the ficient government of God by which 
he causes moral evil. No earthly parent, or governor possesses or 
exercises creative power. If persons would only reflect for a sin- 
gle moment, that it belongs to God to purpose and cause what is 
best, all things considered, by his creative power, (which is a pre- 
rogative belonging to God only,) as well as to command what is 
right, they would instantly see the fallacy of such appeals to vulgar 
prejudice and ignorance. Dr. Emmons has refuted this popular ob- 
jection against divine efficiency respecting God’s having two wills, 
(as it is sometimes expressed,) in a sermon on the secret and reveal- 
ed will of God, in his 4th volume, to which the reader is referred. 

I will close this number with again reminding the advocates of 
the system of moral suasion, that it is deceit and dishonesty to con- 
found the efficient and moral government of God,-or his creative 
with his moral power—and idle, to reason from analogy, to over- 
throw creative power, when no analogy erists between this kind o 
causation and any other. C. SIMMONS. 


FALSE TEACHERS AND FALSE DOCTRINES. 


It is of great importance for all persons to become acquainted with the character of 
false teachers, as it is ceseribed in the Bible. This they can do, without exposing 
themselves to the peril of running after them, or of hearing them preach, or of listening 
to their conversation, or of reading their works. ‘The wise man says, ‘* Cease, my son, 
to hear the instruction which causeth to err from the words of knowledge.” Our Sav- 

ior also says, peremtorily,‘‘Go ye not therefore after them.” It is always dangerous 
listening to false teachers, either through their preaching, or through their conversation, 
or through their writings. To do this merely for the sake of hearing what they have to 
say in support of their sentiments, is abus rd. Error is always facinating and bewitch- 
ing; because it exactly falls in with the corrupt feelings of the natural heart. No per- 
sons, therefore, should ever expose themselves, or their families to temptation. But 
still, the character of false teachers ought to be studied, and studied from the Bible. 1+ 
should be known, as taught in the Bible, that they are “ deceitful workers, transforming 
themselves into theapostlzs 0° Christ. Aud no marvel ; for Satan himself is transformed in- 
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to an angel of light.” The apostle John, as directed by the Lord Jesus Christ, commented 
Christians who tried those who said they were apostles, and were not, and found them 
liars. All the devious and deceitful ways of false teachers may be learned from the 
Bible, which most faithfully delineates their character, If any persons, then would not 
be deceived and destroyed by false teachers, let them study well their character, as it 
is clearly and fally described in the word of God. 

False teachers are dangerous, chiefly because of the false and licentious doctrines 
which they inculeate. It is their main business to propagate error, and subvert the 
the Gospel of Christ. Persons may embrace false doctrines; however, without listening 
to false teachers. ‘The selfishness of the natural heart is always predisposed to embrace 
error. Men are naturally inclined to deceive themselves. ‘They love to be flatiered; 
and false teachers are always disposed to flatter them by the deceitful charms of 
fatal errors. To beware of false doctrines, then, as well as of false teachers, is of vast 
importance to the eternal well-being of moral creatures. 

From, false doctrines arise false systems of religion. Here is the foundation upon 
which false teachers are ever disposed to build. It is their great object not merely to 
inculeate particular errors, but to frame and vindicate false systems of religion. This 
was true of those false teachers, against whom the apostle Paul warned the churches of 
Galatia. They preached another gospel, which indeed was not another, but a perver- 
sion of the gospel of Christ. Hence, the apostle adds, “ But though we, or an angel 
from heaven, preach any other gospel unto yon than that which we have preached unto 
you, let him be accursed. As we said before, so say I now again. If any man preach 
any other gospel unto you than that ye have received, let him be accursed.” If those 
who preach another gospel, that is, a false system of religion, are to be accursed ; then 
those who reject the true gospel of Christ, and embrace a false system of religion, are 
to be accursed. It is of as much importance, therefore, for persons to beware of false 
systeins of religion, as it 1s for them to beware of false doctrines and false teachers. 
All systems of false religion partake more or less of the character of false teachers. 
They answer the description which @@r Savior gives of the scribes and Pharisees. 
«« They are like whited sepulchres, which indeed appear beautiful without ; but within 
they are full of dead men’s bones, and of all uncleanness.”” They are adapted to deceive 
and tuin souls. We cannot, therefore, too cautiously and perseveringly guard against 
systems of false religion, as subversive of the gospel of Christ, destructive to the souls 
of men, and verging directly to Deism and infidelity. 

Every system founded in selfishness, is a system of false religion. Every systeth 
that sets aside the purity of the Divine law, the atonement of Christ, or any of the essen- 
tial peculiarities or attributes of the gospel, is a system of false religion, 

Popery is a system of false religion. It subverts the Gospel of Christ, teaches for 
doctrines the commandments of men. makes godliness consist in the observance of rites, 
enforces the doctrine of penances and will-worship, sanctions the grossest idolatry in 
the invocation of saints. and teaches that sins can be forgiven, and souls prayed out of 
purgatory for money. by popes, bishops, pries#s and friars. It binds the soul in spiritua} 
despotism, and opposes and exalts the assumed ‘ arene head of the Church ’ “‘ above 
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all that is called God.” 

Unitarianism is a system of false religion, It sets aside the proper Deity and atoning 
sacrifice of Jesus Christ, substitutes self-righteousness for the purity and disinterestedness 
of the gospel ; perverts the Scriptures of truth, and makes the Word of God nothing 
better than a cunningly devised fable. 

Arminianism is a system of false religion. It sets aside the doctrine of moral deprav- 
itv ; denies the nature and necessity of regeneration, the essential difference between 
virtue and vice and between saints and sinners, and effectually subverts the essentiaf 
and fundamental doctrines of the gospel. 

Antinomianism is @ system of false religion. It sets aside the law of God, the neces- 
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sity of good works, and the turpitude of sin. It teaches, that the elect cannot be injured by 
any sius they can commit, or be benefitted by any acts of obedience, and that they are 
unable to commit any offense which is displeasing to God. 

Universalism is a system of false religion. It sets aside the equity, justice and grate 
of God ; makes him a partial and capricious Being ; holds out the strongest inducement 
to sinners to continue in sin, with the promise that God will finally make no difference 
between the holy and the profane, or between the righteous and thé witked. 

Freemasonry is a system of false religion. In its very first degree, it reduces the 
Bible to a level with the square and compass. It also makes ,the Volume of Divine 
Truth of no more importance or value than the Koran or the Shaster. This is capable 
of demonstration. In Christian countries, it makes the Bible, square and compass the 
three great lights in Masonry. In Mahomedan countries, it makes the Koran take the place 
of the Bible; and, among the Hindoos tke Shaster, Now, I appeal to my readers, if this tg 
not reducing the Bible not merely to a level with the squaré and compass, but to a level 
with the Koran and the Shaster? The Bible is of no more value, in this Institution, 
than the Book of the False Prophet, or than the idolatrous compilation of the Hindoos ! 
Freemasonry also excludes the name of Christ from its prayers and formulas. This is 
Deism ;—and this feature of Freemasonry is instamped upon almost every page of all its 
text-books. ‘This truth may easily be learned by those who were never within the pale 
of the Lodge. Books, which are open to the inspection of all persons, and which are 
acknowledged as standard works, monitors and manuals, by the most distinguished of 
the fraternity, do not fail to carry the true marks of the Infidel “ beast,” in almost every 
leaf. A few years ago, the chaplain of a Lodge in Connecticut sent @ petition to the 
Grand Lodge of that Sate, to have the name of the blessed Redeemer inserted in the 
forms of prayef, to be used in the various Lodges under their jurisdiction. The Grand 
f.odge decided, that they had no right to make the innovation ! 

Freemasonry affords a covert to crime, and protection to transgressors of hufiail and 
divine law.—It profanes the name of God.—It blasphemes him in the “ burning bush.”— 
1t mocks the miracles, and ridicules the doctrines of the Bible.—It holds up to seorn the 
agonies of the Savior, in the garden of Gethsemane.—It makes sport of his institutions, 
by kolding in mockery a celebration of his Supper!—In short, Freemasonry begins in 
Deism and ends in Atheism! Like all other false systems of religion, then, Freema- 
sonry is adapted to deceive and destroy souls. 

How vastly important, then, for all persons to beware of false systems of fel. 
gion, as well as of false doctrines and false teachers! “ Believe not every spirit,” says 
the Beloved Disciple ; “ but try the spirits whether they be of God.” «If any come 
unto you and bring not this doctfine, receive him not into your house, neither bid him 
God-speed. For he that biddeth him God-speed, is partaker of his evil deeds.” Says 
Paul to the Galatians, ‘ Though we or an angel from heaven preach any other gospel 
unto you, than that which we have preached unto you, let him be accursed. As we 
said before, so say 1 now again, If any man preach any other gospel unto you, than 
that which ye have received, let him be accursed.” Our Savior also says, with equal 
emphasis, ‘‘ Beware of false prophets, which come unto you in sheep’s clothing, but 
inwardly they are raveuing wolves: Ye shall know them by their fruits.” 


RULES FOR CHRISTIAN MECHANICS, MERCHANTS, &c. 


1. I must be industrious, neat, and orderly in my shop or store. 

2. I must have order in the general arrangement of my business. 

3. I must study economy in all my expenses. 

4. I must pledge my purse, my time, and my influence, for the preserva- 
tion of order, intelligence, morality, and religion in the community. 


40 
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5. I must identify myself with all the interests of the commuitny. 
6. I must be temperate in all things—govern my passions, and regultae 
all my appetites. 
7. 1 must be scrupulously honest, and beware of the maxim so common, 
** No principle in trade.” . 
8. I must keepa debt and credit account of all my monied transactions, ney- 
er depending on my memory for the correetness ofa single pecuniary matter. 
9. I must not feel above my business. 
10. I must be true and punctual to all my engagements. 
11. I must always begin the day with God, and worship God twice a day 
in my family, whatever be the pressure of my business. 
12. I must be polite and obliging to my customers. 
13. I must not urge upon children and the poor such quantities or species 
of goods and wares as are unsuitable to their judgment and condition in life. 
14, 1 must not encourage lounging about my shop or store. 
15. I must not indulge in habits of vain and foolish conversation with 
my associates. 
16. I must not permit rude conduct, nor profane or licentious conversation, 
in my shop or store. : 
17. I must not permit my shop or store to become the repository or dis- 
pensary of news, rumors, &c. 
18. I must feel the necessity of constantly improving in knowledge and 
iety. 
. 19. I must feel responsible for the morality and improvement of my clerks 
and apprentices. 
20. I must be the master of my own household, and with a watchful eye 
guard all its interests. 
21. I must be perfectly conscientious in all things—always doing that 
which is, in itself, right, whatever sacrifice it may cost me. 
22. I must never do a seemingly small evil to accomplish a seemingly 
great good. 
23. I must not forget that my faults will often be laid to my Master's 
charge. - 
24. I must not differ with my christian friends in an angry manner. 
25. I must not talk about the failings of others, especially of christ- 
ian friends, in their absence. 
26. I must live so that all around me may safely follow my example. 
27. I must live so as to reprove all sin in all men. 
28. I must converse familiarly, frequently and solemnly with my “ hands,” 
shop-mates—clerks—apprentices, and comers-in, on the subject of religion. 
29. I must, if I am a clerk, apprentice, or journeyman, be faithful to the 
regulations and interests of my employer, [so tar as is just and honorable,] 
both in his presence and absence, remembering that God sees me. 


Tur above “ Rules” have been published in a Quarto Broad-Sheet, by 
the American Tract Society. The most of them will apply to any other 
class of men as well as to Mechanics and Merchants. Were they generally 
observed by those who style themselves gentlemen, and by those who engage 
in the various kinds of professional and manual employment, a wholesome 
state of society would not fail to be the result. Editor Telegraph. 


GENERAL INTELLIGENCE. 


Wasuincton’s Freep Mey.—A gentleman writes to the Alexandrian 
(D. C.) Gazette, that on visiting Mount Vernon the other day, he was grati- 
fied to find a great improvement about the tomb of Washington. The for- 
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mer appearance of neglect and decay had been succeeded by a general repair. 
Seeing about a dozen colored men at work, leveling and turfing the ground 
by the sepulchre, he was induced by the appearance of deep interest with 
which they labored, to enquire whether they were slaves of the family.— 
**No,” they said, “we are General Washington's servants, survivors of 
those whom he set free at his death, and we have come as volunteers to im- 
prove the grounds near his tomb as a testimony of our gratitude.” 

See the “ fruits of emancipation.” Is there no son of Virginia who dares 
to gather such a harvest in his life time ? 

One other thought makes us blush. The National Monument Society, at 
Washington, which proposes to build the monument of the Father of his 
country by subscriptions of one dollar from American citizens, confines the 
privilege to white citizens, and these grateful freed-men, who have received 
from Washington more than we all, and whose grateful semembrance is thus 
touchingly exhibited, may not aid in the work. We say, again, as we have 
said before, let no “ national’? monument be erected to Washington, until 
the liberty which our nation claims and Washington won, shall be extended 
through all our land “ to all the inhabitants thereof,” and till all may join in 
the work who share the blessing. NV. Y. Evangelist. 
























WESTERN AFRICA. 


From Thomas, Dove V. D. M., Wesleyan Missionary, Mae Carthy’s Island, 
River Gambia, Western Africa, March 30, 1835. 


Tuere is evidently a great and glorious work going on among many of 
the African youths who work the merchants’ vessels on the river Gambia. 
Their thirst for religious knowledge is intense and ardent: there is a holy 
emulation among them to read the holy Seriptures and useful books. They 
often on their arrival at this place, apply to me for books. On asking them 
what kind of books they desire, their reply is, ‘‘ About God, who so loved 
the world that he gave his only begotten Son,” &c. 

The spirit of enterprise is evidently going out of the Mahomedan system. 
Their opposition to the cause of our common Christianity has, in some meas- 
ure, abated; a spirit of despondency has come over the minds of some of 
the Bushereens ; and the gospel of God our Savior is silently winning its 
widening way in this part of Western Africa. The Arabic Scriptures will 
be the principal means, under God, of enlightening and saving the Mahome- 
dans in the interior of this country. N. ¥. Evangelist. 
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Bisnop M’Irvaine.—During his recent visit to England, the bishop col- 
lected a building fund of $12,600, which was to be appropriated to the erec- 
tion of a Gothic edifice, to be called “‘ Bexley Hall,’ with three stories and 
accommodation for fifty theological students. Each student to have a sepa- 
rate bed-room, and a sitting room to be used in common by two students.— 
He also received and was promised from 12 to 1400 volumes for the library, 
including Valpy’s new and very valuable edition of the classics, published in 
100 volumes at a guinea each, and which had been kindly presented by 
Joshua Bates, Esq., of the city of London. The late Hannah Moore remem- 
hered the diocese of Ohio in her will, having left for its use the sum of 2001., 
which he had secured, and which will probably be appropriated to the en- 
dowment of a scholarship in “ Bexley Hall.’ 
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New Tueotocicat Srminary.—We learn that for several months past, 
several of our wealthy citizens, connected with the Presbyterian church, 
have had it in contemplation to establish a new theological seminary in this 
gity. Ata meeting on Monday evening, about $35,000 were subscribed, 
and this sum had been increased on Wednesday to nearly $40,000. The 
gentlemen connected with this undertaking, we believe, have the confidence 
of the great masa of the Presbyterian community. New-York Obs. 














“Tae Spirit or Missions.’’—This is the title of the Missionary papep 
which the Committee of the Board of Missions have determined to publish 
in the city of New-York under the editorial supervision of Wm. R. Whitting- 
ham, V.D.M. It is tobe amonthly 5 vo. of 16 pages, neatly printed, at $1 
per annum, payable in advance. It isto be the vehicle through which the 
official documents of the Committee 2nd their officers are to be made public ; 
in other respects, the editor is individually responsible for its character. It will 
also furnish a record of the missionary transactions of the church of England. 
ib. 












Baptist Missioxarres To Fraxce.—Messrs. Willard and Sheldon, mis- 
be ‘ » sionaries to France, with their wives, embarked at this port on the 25th ult. 
, in the packet ship Havre, for Havre.. Messrs. Wllard and Sheldon are both 

graduates of the theological institution in Newton, Mass. 


Wrstrern Arrica.—Intelligence has been received at the Missionary 
Rooms from Mr. and Mrs. Wilson, at Cape Palmas, to June 15. Mr. W. 
had not entirely recovered from the repeated attacks of the fever, previous 
to April. ib. 

















Sanxpwicn Istaxos.—A letter received at the Missionary Rooms, dated 
Honolulu, June 26, 1835, says: “‘ The reinforcement, after a pleasant voy- 
age, and the kindest treziment from all on board, arrived here on the 6th of 
June, was welcomed by usand by the rulers of the Islands. Messrs. Dimond 
and Hall are located at Honolulu. Mr. Rogers leaves this place, for the 
purpose of managing the press at the High School. Mr. Coan goes with 
Mr. Lyman to Hilo, as Mr. Dibble is now placed at the High School. 
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Punisament oF Deatu.—The Court of Oyer and Terminer was on Tues- 
day occupied with the trial of a man named Newman, for murder ; and when 
the jury were being sworn in, more than one half of those persons who were 
summoned, or at least those who attended, excused themselves from setving, 
on the ground that they considered it morally wrong to put a man to death 
for any crime whatever. In the case of the first person who made this ob- 
servation, the Court appointed triors to decide whether his holding such an 
opinion incapacitated him from serving as a juror in the present case; and 
the triors having decided in the affirmative, every person who subsequently 
, offered the same excuse was allowed to stand aside by mutual consent of 
counsel for the people and the prisoner. So many persons were excused on 
this account, that the ballot box was exhausted before a jury could be form- 
ed, and the Sheriff was obliged to procure one talisman to make up the 
number. N. Y. Journal of Com. 
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Jorce Hetu an Imroster.—According to the tale of her exhibiters Joice 
Heth was baptized in the Potomac in 1719. The Richmond Va. Herald 
states there is no record of any Baptists in that section of the state until 1743, 
when “ Edward Hays and Thomas Yates, members of a Baptist Church in 
Maryland, moved with a company to Berkly co. Va. and formed a church. 
This is the first church of which we have any account in that region; 
and the date of its formation is 24 years subsequent to the baptism of 
Joice.” ‘ The first Baptist church in Maryland was constituted in 1743; 
so that on neither side of the potomac was there any Baptist Church in 1719.” 
So this important part of the story is shown to be without foundation. 


Gancer.—A jeweller, who had a bad cancerous pimple on his cheek, hav- 
ing occasion to dissolve some gold in nitro-muriatic acid, rubbed it several 
times, unconsciously, with his impregnated fingers, and was surprised to find 
it speedily change its appearance, and shortly disapear. M. Recamier, sus- 

ecting the cause, made several uniformly successful experiments of the 
same nature; and thus an accident discovered a new caustic for cancerous 
affections. The proportions he adopts are one ounce of the acid to six grains 
of chloruret of pure gold. Metropolitan. 


Free Bracxs.—It was stated at the Colonization meeting, on Thursday 
evening, that Virginia would probably enforce, ere long,: the law of that 
State which forbids free blacks to live within its bounds. We have con- 
versed with gentlemen who have travelled recently in Virginia, and find the 
opinion general that this will be the result. The law, when enacted, was 
so offensive to the better feelings of the Virginians, that it has lain a dead 
letter. Journal of Com. 


OrpinaTions AND InsTaLLATions.—The Presbytery of Elizabethtown, 
N. J. at its stated meeting at Baskingridge, on the 7th of Oct. last, ordain- 
ed Mr. Hugh N. Wilson, of Elizabethtown, (but now preaching at South- 
ampton, L. J.) as an evangelist. Mr. Magie presided, and gave the charge 
to Mr Wilson, and Mr. Blauvelt preached the sermon. 

The same Presbytery, at an adjourned meeting, in the same place, on the 
28th of Oct., ordained Mr. John Anderson, of Ireland, and installed him pas- 
tor of the church in Baskingridge. Mr. Hunting, of Westfield, presided, 
and gave the charge to the minister; Mr. Murray, of Elizabethtown, preach- 
ed the seamon ; and Mr. Hunt, of Metuchen, gave the charge to the people. 
A large assembly manifested unabated interest in the protracted exercises to 
the close. May that church, hitherto so highly favored of the Lord, contin- 
ue to enjoy his descending blessings. . 


IxstatteD, at Hebron, first society, Sept 30th, 1835, Sylvester Selden V. 
D. M. The introductory prayer was offered by Lyman Strong V. D. M., a 
former pastor of the church, who also preached an appropriate sermon on 
the occasion, from Acts xxvi. 18; Mr. Dickinson, of Columbia, offered 
the installing prayer; Mr. Ely, of Bolton, gave the charge to the pas- 
or; Mr. Miller, of Andover, gave the right hand of fellowship: and 
Mr. Nichols, of Gilead, gave the charge to the people,and made the con- 
cluding prayer. ' 
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Thomas P. Hunt V. D. M., (a man of color was installed pastor of the 
Colored Presbyterian church in Newark, N. J. on the 2d inst. by the pres- 
bytery of Newark. Mr. Cheever preached the sermon from Matt. v. 14— 
‘Ye are the light or the world.” Dr. Weeks presided and gave the charge 
to the pastor, and Mr, Eddy gave the charge to the congregation. 


Orpatnep, at Canton, Mass. Sept. 9th, Mr. Erastus Dickinson. Intro- 
ductory prayer by Mr. Park, South Dedham; sermon from Acts xviii. 
24, by Mr. Blagden, Salem-street church, Boston; ordaining prayer by 
Mr. Cummings, Sharon; charge by Dr. Park, Stoughton; right hand of 
fellowship by Mr. Cornell Quincy: concluding prayer by Mr. Bladg- 
den ; benediction by the pastor. 
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STANZAS, 


Written in a Bible presented to my Daughter. 
BY MRS. CORMWELL-BARON WILSON. 


When in future distant years 
Thou shalt look upon this page, 
Through the crystal vale of tears 
That dim our eyes in after age ; 
Think it was a mother’s hand, 
Though her smile no more thoul’t see, 
Pointing towards that “ better land,” 
Gave this sacred gift to thee! ¢ 


Lightly thou esteem’st it now, 

For thy heart is young and wild, 
And upon thy girl-hood’s brow, 

Nought but sunny Hope hath smiled! 
But when disappointments come, 

And the world begins to steal 
All thy spirit’s early bloom, 

Then its value thou wilt feel! 


To thy chamber, still and lone, 
Fly,—and search this sacred page, 
When earth’s blandishments are gone, 

Every grief it will assuage ! 
Close thy door against the din 

Of worldly folly—worldly fear— 
Only let the radiance in 

Of each heavenly promise here! 
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When thy bruised spirit bends 

’ Neath the weight of sorrow’s chain, 
When of all life’s summer friends, 

Not one flatterer shall remain ; 
Lay this unction to the wound 

Of thy smitten, bleeding breast— 
Here the only balm is found 

That can yield the weary rest! 


Nor alone in hours of woe 

‘“‘ Search the Scriptures,’”’ but while joy 
Doth life’s blissful cup‘o’erflow, 

Be it oft thy sweet employ : 
So, remembering in thy youth 

Him whose spirit lights each page, 
Thou shalt have abundant proof 

He will not forget thine age! 


WAR—ABOLISHED BY UNIVERSAL PEACE. 


BY WM. A. BURLEIGH. 


Hark !—the cry of death is raging 
Wildly from the reeking plain— 
Guilty glory too is flinging 
Proudly forth her vaunting strain. 
Thousands on the field are lying, 
Slaughtered in the ruthless strife— 
Wildly mingled, dead and dying, 
Show the waste of human life. 


Christians! can yoii idly slumber, 
While this work of Hell goes on ? 

Can you calmly sit and number 
Fellow beings one by one, 

On the field of battle falling— 
Sinking to a bloody grave ? 

Up! the God of peace is calling— 
Calling upon you to save. 


Listen to the supplications 
Of the Widowed ones of earth ! 
Listen to the cry of nations 
Ringing loudly, wildly forth! 
Nations bruised and crushed forever, 
By the iron heel of war! 
God of mercy ! wilt thou never 
Send deliverance from afar? 
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Yes '—a light is faintly gleaming, 
Through the cloud that hovers o’er— 
Soon the radiance of its beaming 
Fall upon our land will pour— 
* Tis the light that tells the dawning 
Of the bright millenial day, 
Heralding its blessed morning 
With its peace bestowing ray. 
God shall spread abroad his banner, 
Sign of universal peace— 
And the earth shall shout,—Hosanna, 
And the reign of blood shall cease! 
Man no more shall seek dominion 
Through a sea of human gore— 
War shall spread its gloomy pinion 
O’er the peaceful earth no more. 


PROSPECTUS FOR A SECOND VOLUME OF THE NEW-ENGLAND 
TELEGRAPH AND ECLECTIC REVIEW. 


1. Tue work will be enlarged to THREE suEETs or 48 Pages, octavo, 
in each number; stitched with printed covers ; and the first number 
will be issued early in the month of January, 1836. A volume will 
contain 12 numbers, or 576 pages. 

2. The price, to single subscribers, will be $2 per annum, inva- 
riably in advance. 

3. Any individual of responsibility, who shall become pledged for 
the payment of ten dollars within three months, or forward the advance 
pay for five copies, shall receive a sixth, gratis—Letters and remit- 
tances to the Editor, by Mail, to be Post-paid. 

(( No variation from the above terms can be allowed ; and the 
work will not be forwarded to any person, for a single copy, who 
neglects to remit the advance pay. 

It is proposed to enlarge the Magazine and Review, for the 
purpose of admitting more matter atid in greater variety. It is 
intended, that its pages shall be devoted to the dissemination of the 
great Doctrines of the Gospel; to a discussion of all those Moral 
Subjects which are now pressing themselves upon the Christian 
community ; to occasional Reviews, and to Religious Intelligence: 
Among other things which imperiously demand the attention of 
Zion’s watchmen, the abominations and dangers of Porery will not 
be overlooked. That sucha work is needed, will be readily admitted 
by all persons who are friendly to “sound doctrine” and sound 
morality ; and it devolves upon them to say, whether such a work 
shall be sustained. 

MOSES THACHER, Ebpiror ann Proprietor. 

November; 1835. 





